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Arguments 

1. Claims 1-5, 8, 9, 11, and 12 are non-obvious over Jacobi et al. in view of Monson 

et al. 

The Examiner's answer sets forth that Appellants state that the prior art does not teach all 
the steps of the claimed method. According to the Examiner this passage in Applicants' 
argument addresses only Jacobi et al while the rejection is based on a combination of references. 
In addition, the Examiner asserts that Applicants allege that the combination of references does 
not teach the embodiment wherein taurolidine and/or taurultam is administered prior to forming a 
surgical opening. 
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According to the Examiner however, this embodiment was specifically addressed in the 
rejection. 

In contrast to the Examiner's assertions, applicants reiterate that the Jacobi et al. reference 
merely discloses in vivo experiments in animals, according to the following steps of 1) 
introducing cancer cells intraperitoneally into each animal through abdominal incisions, 2) 
establishing pneumoperitoneum in each animal utilizing a gas, after introduction of the cancer 
cells, 3) introducing intraperitoneally a solution containing taurolidine, 4) closing abdominal 
incisions, and 5) excising later intraperitoneal tumors after the animals were sacrificed. Further, 
Monson et al. merely discloses the administration of taurolidine or taurultam by injection or 
infusion for the prevention of cancer metastases. Thus, Jacobi et al. and Monson et al cannot be 
combined to suggest the specific sequence of steps of the present claims, wherein the tumor is 
removed, taurolidine and/or taurultam is administered to the abdomen prior to closing of the 
surgical opening and after surgical removal of the tumor, and additionally administering 
taurolidine and/or taurultam to the patient after closing the surgical opening. 

Thus, the claimed invention in claims 1-5, 8, 9, 11, and 12 is unobvious over Jacobi et al. 
in view of Monson et al., as the Jacobi et al. reference does not teach or suggest the required 
steps in treating a patient with abdominal cancer according to the current invention as described 
above and combining Monson et al. with Jacobi et al does not cure this manifest defiency for the 
reasons set fort above. Applicants submit that, in contrast to the Examiner's assertions, 
Applicants' arguments specifically point out why the combination of the references is invalid and 
specifically points out which steps are not taught or suggested by this combination of references. 

Applicants thus respectfully submit that the claims 1-5, 8, 9, 1 1, and 12 of the present 
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application are not obvious over Jacobi et al. in view of Monson et al., and applicants 
respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection. 

2. Claims 1-12 are non-obvious over Jacobi et al in view of Monson et al and further 
in view of Allgood et al. 

In the Examiner's answer she asserts that the Allgood et al references discusses typical 
methods known in the art. According to the Examiner Allgood et al discusses endoscopic surgery 
and is applied to the combination of prior art references for that reason. Further, in response to 
Applicants' argument that the Allgood et al disclosure includes a description of a sealing means 
in the trocar to prevent the flow of fluid, the Examiner asserts that the reference was used only 
for its general teaching regarding the use of trocars in endoscopic surgery. 

The claims specify passing a solution containing taurolidine and/or taurultam through a 
trocar so as to contact internal tissue of the patient with the solution, which is in contrast to the 
disclosure in Allgood et al, which includes the description of a sealing means in the trocar to 
prevent the flow of fluid. Further, although Allgood et al. discusses endoscopic surgery, the 
reference cannot be combined with Jacobi et al. and Monson et al. to suggest the specific 
sequence of steps set forth in the claims, as outlined above. 

Thus, the claimed invention in claims 1-12 is unobvious over Jacobi et al. in view of 
Monson et al. in further view of Allgood et al, as the Jacobi et al. reference does not teach or 
suggest the required steps in treating a patient with abdominal cancer according to the current 
invention as described above and combining Monson et al. and Allgood et al with Jacobi et al 
does not cure this manifest defiency for reasons set forth above. 
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Applicants thus respectfully submit that the claims 1-12 of the present application are not 
obvious over Jacobi et al. in view of Monson et al. in further view of Allgood et al, and 
applicants respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection. 

3) Claims 1-5, 8, 9, 11, and 12 are non-obvious over Jacobi et al in view of Monson et 
al and further in view of Nicolson et al. 

In the Examiner's answer, no further arguments were made by the Examiner other than a 
reference to the arguments discussed above. For the reasons above and the arguments submitted 
in the Appeal Brief Applicants submit that the claimed invention in claims 1-5, 8, 9, 11, and 12 is 
unobvious over Jacobi et al. in view of Monson et al. in further view of Nicholson et al, as the 
Jacobi et al. reference does not teach or suggest the required steps in treating a patient with 
abdominal cancer according to the current invention as described above and combining Monson 
et al. and Nicholson et al with Jacobi et al does not cure this manifest defiency for reasons set 
forth above. 

Applicants thus respectfully submit that the claims 1-5, 8, 9, 11, and 12 of the present 
application are not obvious over Jacobi et al. in view of Monson et al. in further view of 
Nicholson et al, and applicants respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection. 

4) Claims 1-5, 8, 9, 11, 12, and 26 are non-obvious over Jacobi et al in view of 
Monson et al and further in view of Physicians Desk Reference (PDR - 1995). 

In the Examiner's answer, no further arguments were made by the Examiner other than a 
reference to the arguments discussed above. For the reasons above and the arguments submitted 
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in the Appeal Brief Applicants submit that the claimed invention in claims 1-5, 8, 9, 1 1, 12 and 
26 is unobvious over Jacobi et al. in view of Monson et al. in further view of PDR-1995, as the 
Jacobi et al. reference does not teach or suggest the required steps in treating a patient with 
abdominal cancer according to the current invention as described above and combining Monson 
et al. and PDR-1995 with Jacobi et al does not cure this manifest defiency for reasons set forth 
above. 

Applicants thus respectfully submit that the claims 1-5, 8, 9, 1 1, 12, and 26 of the present 
application are not obvious over Jacobi et al in view of Monson et al. in further view of PDR- 
1995, and applicants respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection 
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CONCLUSION 

None of the applied references can be combined to suggest the specific steps of the 
present claims, wherein a tumor is removed, taurolidine and/or taurultam is administered to the 
abdomen prior to closing of the surgical opening and after surgical removal of the tumor, and 
additionally administering taurolidine and/or taurultam to the patient after closing the surgical 
opening. Thus, in view of the above, the claims of the current invention are non-obvious over 
Jacobi et al. in combination with the other applied art. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1-12, and 26 are non- 
obvious over the cited prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). All of the grounds for the rejections of 
claims 1-12, and 26 as advanced by the Examiner are submitted to be unsupportable by the 
record, and thus improper. The Honorable Board is therefore respectfully requested to reverse 
the final rejection, and to direct the passage of this application to issue. 
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